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Abstract 
 
Teacher evaluation has become an integral part of educational activities in the institutions of higher learning in the world. There 
are practically no surveys that examine how lecturers evaluate their own work. This current survey was conducted in one of the 
teacher's colleges in Israel. The survey examined 459 courses where the lecturers were requested to evaluate their own courses. 
From the results we can say that the lecturers, in general, evaluate themselves highly. Comparisons were also made between the 
lecturer's answers and the student's answers (100 courses) and found only one significant link "the lectures stimulate interest 
amongst the students". 
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1.Introduction 
Teacher evaluation has become an integral part of educational activities in the institutions of higher learning in 
Israel and the world. One of the most common and acceptable methods is student evaluation of the teacher. Many 
research studies have been made using the surveys of student feedback on the courses they are learning. By studying 
the answers of the students two central categories emerged: the lecturer factor and the course factor. The lecturer 
factor also divided into two categories: the professional skill and the interpersonal skills of the lecturer (Baruch and 
Ben Shaul 1989). Studies have been made where the lecturers reflect upon their own work (Centra, Franklin (1993). 
A study that was undertaken by Nasser & Fresko (2006) examined whether there is a relationship between the 
grading of the students and the ability of the lecturers to predict the students' grading of their course. The study 
results showed a positive and systematic connection between the grading of the lecturer and the actual grading of the 
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student. In fact, those lecturers who received a moderate rating from their students were able to predict exactly the 
students' evaluation. However, review of the literature on the evaluation of teaching in institutions of higher 
education is only used in a few cases the lecturer's self-esteem (Shiloach & Fresko 2002). This study will examine 
the evaluation of the lecturers themselves using the same questions that are presented to the students. 
 
2. Method 
1.1. 2.1. Course of Study 
   The study was conducted, in Israel, over the course of three years (2009-2012) whereby questionnaires were 
distributed to the lecturers containing sealed questions, at the same time that the students' were evaluating their 
lecturers. The courses were frontal type courses.  
 
2.2.  Structure of the Questionnaire 
 
   The questionnaire contained nine statements that related to the teaching of the lecturer. The statements were 
identical to those that the students received. A number of statements were removed after some of the lecturers 
professed being uncomfortable having to answer statements such as "the lecturer is an example for emulation". The 
statements were related to the style of teaching.  
1.2. 2.3.  Data Processing 
  The calculations were performed on 459 courses. The averages and standard deviations were calculated for all of 
the statements as well as for the comparison between the lecturer's statements and the students' statements. 
  
3. Results 
Table 1: The Lecturers' Average of Statements When Evaluating the Courses They Teach (frontal courses) 
The scale ranged from 1 – 7.  1 = "not at all" 7 = "absolutely agree" 
(N=459) 
 
Statement Average Standard deviation 
The course as a whole is well organized and prepared appropriately 6.21 0.92 
The material was taught in a clear and understandable manner 6.18 0.94 
The course aroused interest in the students 5.95 1.07 
There is a correlation between the course and the implementation of the 
syllabus 
6.10 1.04 
The method of teaching increases the understanding of the material 6.11 1.01 
The course contributes to the broadening of the student's knowledge in this 
subject 
6.33 1.01 
The course is intellectually challenging 5.99 1.10 
The course was conducted according to the schedule and on time 6.18 1.09 
The course has high requirements  5.34 1.14 
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From the results we can say that the lecturers, in general, evaluate themselves highly. The grades ranged from 5.34 – 
6.33 (on the Likrat scale of 7 levels). The statement that received the highest average was "the course contributes to 
the broadening of the student's knowledge in this topic"(average 6.33, s.d. 1.01) 
Comparisons were also made between the lecturer's answers and the student's answers (101 courses).   
 
 
 
Table 2: Comparison between the Students' Answers and the Lecturers' Answers 
(N-101) 
 
 Student's answers Lecturer's answers 
Statement Average Standard 
deviation 
 Average Standard deviation 
The course as a whole is well organized and prepared 
appropriately 6.16 0.97 6.32 0.77 
The material was taught in a clear and understandable 
manner 6.04 0.98 6.3 0.86 
The course aroused interest in the students 5.74 1.24 6.04 1.07 
There is a correlation between the course and the 
implementation of the syllabus 6.3 0.87 6.2 0.96 
The method of teaching increases the understanding of 
the material 5.96 1.09 6.23 0.9 
The course contributes to the broadening of the student's 
knowledge in this subject 6.05 1.11 6.46 0.87 
The course is intellectually challenging 5.76 1.3 6.14 1.02 
The course was conducted according to the schedule and 
on time 6.97 0.83 6.2 1.04 
The course has high requirements  5.85 1.19 5.5 1.29 
 
From results we can say that the grading of the lecturers is similar (ranging from 5.5 – 6.46) to the grading of the 
students. No significant correlations were found except in one statement "The course aroused interest in the 
students" (rp=0.358, p<0.01) is a low powerful and positive direction. 
Results we can say that the grading of teachers is similar (ranging from 5.5 to 6.46) grading of students. Test was 
also significant (Pearson) between the declarations of the lectures and students. No significant correlation were 
found except in one sentence "of course to engage students" (rp = 0.358, p <0.01) is less powerful and positive 
direction. 
 
4. Conclusion 
   In conclusion we can say that the lecturers evaluate themselves highly. The grades ranged from 5.34 – 6.33 (on the 
Likrat scale of 7 levels). Likewise, the grading of the lecturers is similar (ranging from 5.5 – 6.46) to the grading of 
the students (ranging from 5.76-6.97). But in each statement the grading of lectures is higher than the students 
grading  (except two statements). Our findings are similar to those found by Shiloah and Freskol (2002). Also, there 
is a Significant correlation between the students and lecturers in a low force in only one statement "The course 
aroused interest in the students" (rp=0.358, p<0.01) thus the higher the grade given by the lecturers to this statement 
the higher the grade will also be by the students. 
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